


Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233

I submit the following comm,ents in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies 01' procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public aGcess requirements would do sO - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such thllngs as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicanlls by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could faCE! long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowin~1 is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (thE;!
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MEl Docket No. 04·233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposais discussed in the NPRM, if '~nacted,would do so - and must not oe adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohioits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn evelY radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the messa~le. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choicEls.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
,\~\omatk;aIJY barred from routine rene,wal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
reView' o{certain crasses of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face Iiong, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenQe.. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by sUbstantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by reqUiring
'1,taff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio iocation choices.
~aising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks ~ and curtailed service is contrary to the
puolic interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Comments in Response to Locali!,m Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233

I submit the following comm,enils in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed RulemakIng (the
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24. 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. .

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force r81dio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassmelnt, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing inc:ompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum 'ev,ery radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force· re,velation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
conslttutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could fac<e I"ng, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcastElrs operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity floWin!~ is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market bmadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, pl'Ocedures or policies discussed above.
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Gommentllin R.~pon:ie to LO(;i1l1lim Notice of Proposed Rulemaklng
MB Dockl!t No. 04-233

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaklng (the
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rUles, policies: QIC procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
pr\lP\l~"I~ di~cussed in the NPRM, if e"acted, would do so - and must not be adopted,

(1) The FCC must not force, r~ldio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
p<><>ple who do not share their value,s. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose sueh
uneoMtitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values eould face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
eongeiences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amllnclment prohibits government, incllUding the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
p"rtiCUI9rly " religiOUS broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyona Ms
righla to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
eoMeiMtiously obj4Cts to the mess:~g'~. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mMd.tee on My religion.

(3) The FCC must not force n~velation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, e~lX>cially religiouli p,rogramming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proDO:5lIls to forGe reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial chollces.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
"utom"tiUllly barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
r91igious broadUlsters Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
corr@spond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings

«(;) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations, Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yel, the Commission proposes to further
sque~e niche lind smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station i,Ion the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Federal Communications Cmmnission, April 23, 200g

I am writing this letter in regards to the FCC proposals that would affect radio. In
particular I am addressing how this would affect Christian radio, and specifically a radio
station that means a great deal to myself, my family, and my community.

I cannot fully express in words how extremely grateful my husband and I are to
have an Air 1 station in our livl~s, We have been loyal listeners and financial supporters
ever since Air 1 came to our area a few years ago. It means the world to us that our
children have such a positive influence in their lives whenever we turn on the radio. To
hear our three year old singing along to songs that emphasize the love of Christ and the
love we should share with our neighbors far and near is so uplifting. It brings us hope
that our children might actually be able to grow up to be outstanding citizens in this
world where degrading behavior seems to be encouraged every day, The idea that our
kids could grow up to be chilldren of God while still being "cool" or accepted by their
peers because the music they listen to is "cool" too is refreshing to us. The music Air 1
plays is not what is often thought of as "church music." It is loud, energetic, and exciting
praise music that rocks the rh)'1thm of our souls while inspiring our hearts and minds to
live right no matter how mU(:h the material world tries to sway us.

Now that I am a parent, I make SURE that Air I is all that is on our car radio
because I KNOW that there lis not going to be any foul language, dirty jokes, or negative
influences there. It is so calming to have a station that I trust whole-heartedly to be on in
the presence of my children. Even country music stations, whose songs sometimes speak
of faith, often have song contents for adult ears only. Therefore, I've found that Air 1 is
the only safe choice in this woJrld where what was once inappropriate is now exploited
and encouraged for young ears to hear and young minds to accept. We are striving as
parents to bring our children up in a positive way and we believe whole heartedly that
what you reap is what you sow. If our children are around positive influences they will
grow up to be such and Air 1 is helping that to happen not only for our children, but for
children all over the nation.

We feel that the regulations being proposed to programming are hurtful to our
beloved station and we are in firm opposition to their implementation. The new FCC
proposals would force every radio station to accept programming "advice" from
community advisory boards. We do not feel the need for Community Advisory Boards
since appointees may not hold or support the station's mission which is, "To effectively
communicate the gospel message to those who do not know or fully understand it,
through full-time contemporary Christian music and short educational elements over
radio, the Internet and other select targeted media - using modem day language and the
highest professional standards." Without people devoted to this mission the station
would cease to be the effectivf', life-changing catalyst that it is, What's worse, ifpeople
upon such an advisory board! were against the mission of the Air 1 station, their rights of
free speech would be obliteratl~d. Where is the Constitutionality in that?

Secondly, these regubtions would require more staffing. For a station that is
100% fully funded by listeners that would be a fatal blow. People that love this station
are pulling money out of their already thread bare pockets to keep it on the air in order for
it to continue to effect OTHER people's lives in a positive way. In these times when our
economy is failing and all of our money is spent on energy costs and groceries, it is a
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sacrifice for most people to help keep this station on the air. Requiring this station and
other Christian radio stations to spend MORE in order to keep functioning seems an
outrageous idea. It would most likely cause the station to have to pull its broadcasting
out of towns and cities. And if contributing listeners loose their station and their
incentive to donate to the station, YOU would be taking away the people's ministry and
ability to do good unto others.

Another proposal requires stations to report quarterly the quantity of
programming that has occwTed and how it reflects a cross section of local residents. This
would enable opponents to harass and silence stations trying to reach others with the
Word of God.

Finally, if these regulations are implemented, it would force many of the Air I
translator stations off the air and those people depending on Air 1 to bring them a
positive, uplifting message each day would be let down and the possibility of the
Christian message traveling to others would be impossible in these areas.

I know that many people in my country town of Ohio are listeners of Air I and if
our station lost its programming we would lose a precious technological jewel in our
lives. A few weeks ago I answered the door to a UPS delivery man and he saw my Air I
bumper sticker. He said, "Do you listen to Air I? Me too!" Not sure what to say in
response I said, "Good for you! And good for me!! And good for all of us! !" It was a
bit of an awkward moment with a stranger but how interesting that a cornmon station
could bring smiles to both of our faces. And I definitely know that what I said was
correct. All of us that listen to Air I are positively affected and inspired to live honest,
loving, forgiving, godly lives each day. Why on earth anyone would want to jeopardize
such a good thing is beyond my understanding. I would think that the central government
and its agencies would want to FOSTER such a positive influence on its people, not
hinder it. Please do not implement these new regulations on our favorite network.

Our prayers for your decision making process are with you.

Most sincerely,

1\OA£)/ f\/
~c;R~/
Karen and Dale Sly
3044 Lenox-New Lyme Rd.
Jefferson, OH 44047
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April 23, 2008

Jennifer Berryman
3656 Mammoth Cave Circle
Stockton, CA 95209

The Secretary
Federal Communications Commissioner
445 12th Street, SW
Washington, DC 20554
Attn.: Chief, Media Bureau

To Whom It May Concern:

I am writing to ask you to stop the consideration of policies that will make it difficult for
Christian radio stations to continue broadcasting. These policies include proposals to
take the license renewal power out of the hands of civil servants and placing them in the
hands ofpolitically appointed FCC commissioners. This will only serve to make the
renewal process more cumbe:rsome, costly, and time-consuming. Please continue to
allow radio stations to broadcast un-staffed, delivering their message via satellite. TIIis
allows Christian radio stations to keep their overhead costs down in an era of already
strained revenues. And lastly, please do not force Christian radio stations to relocate their
main facilities. This may be the final expense that causes many Christian stations to
close their doors and stop broadcasting. And if this were to happen, it would indeed be a
very great loss. Please allow Christian radio to continue on its mission of broadcasting
positive and encouraging musk that uplifts the spirits.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely",

~~~()
Jennifer Berryman
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233

APR 29 200B

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24. 2008, in rillS Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules. policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM. if enacted. would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who res',st advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public clccess requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious pmgramming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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APR 29Z008
Comments In Response to Localism I~otlce of Proposed Rulemaklng
MB Docket No. 04-233

I submit the following comments, in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the
"NPRM'), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or IProcedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discuSsed In the NPRM, if ElOscted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force l'Belio stetions, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. Tlhe NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religioull broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing inoJITlpatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohib~s government, in'CIuding the FCC, from dicteling what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conScientiously objects to the messa!~e. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message deliVery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force re'.elation of specific ed~orial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious pmgrammlng, Is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as wIho produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial clhoic:es.

(4) The FCC must not estat,iish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicanlls lOY the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who !~ay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs couid faCEI klOg, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadca'stE'rs operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the eleetri~ f1ow;nll is often a clhallenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by SUbstantially raiSing costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location clhoices.
Raising costs with these proposals wOIJld force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
pUblic interest.
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APR 2. 97.008
Comments in Response to Locali'lm Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233

I submit the fDIIDwing CDmmlen'!s in respDnse tD the LDcalism NDtice Df PrDpDsed Rulemaking (the
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB DDcket ND. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, pDlicies Dr procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio statiDns, especially religiDus broadcasters, to take advice from
peDple whD do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory bDard proposals would impose such
uncDnstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what Viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn llvllry radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public aCCI~SS reqUirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
cDnscientiously objects to the messalge,. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not property dictated by any government agency - and
prDposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutiDnally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applican1~s by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face, I(>ng, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcallters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowin>! is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission prDpDses to further
squeeze niche and smaller market blrOlidcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC nDt to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed abDve.
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233

/

I submit the following comments In response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaklng (tile
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their valu'ls. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not forae revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religioul; programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who prodUced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rUles, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaklng (the
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed '111 the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not foroe radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their valuE's. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, iincluding the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not forCl~ revelation of specific editorial decision-making infonnation. The choice
of programming, especially religioUf~ programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial cihoices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of Clertain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broada.sters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flOWing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choiCleS..
Raising costs with these proposals would force serviCle cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Organization (if any)
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice 01 Proposed Rulemaking (the
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must noltorce radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their valu"s. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not forD~ revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religioUlI programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadCllsters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station 1/, on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.

~1Jo~
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Name

Title (if any)
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not vioiate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewai
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to th(l,irbeliefs could face long, expensive and potentially nuinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.

__~_A~~_~ _
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Vincent J Cleland
1809 Bent Oak Cove
Leander, Texas 78641
April 23, 2008

Marlene H. Dortch
Secretary
Federal Communications Commission
445 1i h Street, SW
Washington, DC 20554

Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233

Dear: Ms. Dortch

"" Vi..,~.i

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the "NPRM"), released Jan.
24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

It is of extreme importance that any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A
number of proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

• The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from people who do not
share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such unconstitutional
mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who do not share their values would face
harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their consciences, rather than allowing
incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The first amendment prohibits government, including the
FCC from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster, particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

• The FCC must not turn every radio station in to a public forum, especially a religious broadcasting station, this
would amount to nothing more than harassment by those who disagree with their values.

• Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular stations. Keeping the
electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the C0":lmissiqn,prqposes to further squeeze niche and smaller
market broadcasters, by SUbstantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring staff presence whenever a station
is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices. Raising costs with these proposals would
force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the pUblic interest.

I urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above and any such rule not mentioned that violate
First Amendment rights

I really fail to understand why the United States Government continues in so many areas of life to destroy the Christian
faith! What ever happened to the original thoughts on why people searched out this land in the first place? They came
here to practice religion, anyone that says otherwise in misinformed. Don't destroy the freedoms that so many gave so
much for, love your country, love your neighbors and let us stay free from the FCC controlling and manipulating religious
broadcasting.

I thank you for your time and wish you a most wonderful day.

Sincerely,

y~-,\
Vincent J Cleland

1809 Bent Oak Cove
Leander, Texas 78641

512-771-3388
,d'

April 23, 2008

cc Senator John Cornyn (R - TX)
cc Senator Kay Bailey Hutchison (R - TX)
cc Representative John Carter (R - TX)
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the
"NPRM"). released Jan. 24. 2008. in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed In the NPRM. if enacted. would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, ccimplaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not fOrce revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory speciai renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.

"~aAnc.~.
Signature

Title (if any)
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3250 Racquet Club Dr., Traverse City, MI 49684
(231) 922-4981 Fax (231) 922-3633

April 23, 2008

The Secretary
Federal Communications Commission
445 12TH Street, SW
Washington, DC 20554

COMMENTS RE: NOTICE OF PORPOSED RULEMAKING - MB DOCKET NO. 04-233

Dear Mr. Secretary,

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Federal Communications Commission Notice of Proposed Rulemaking regarding Broadcast Localism
(MB Docket No. 04-233) is presented at a time of extreme uncertainty in the radio industry and causes
broadcasters an extreme level of concern about the ability to continue in business, at least as currently
situated. When this proposal is viewed in connection with the threatened change to required digital
broadcasting, it is difficult to imagine a broadcaster having optimism about the future operations of a
business let alone be concerned about the specifics of the broadcast localism. If the FCC continues to
propose rulemaking that restricts a broadcaster's ability to operate in the business environment that.it
encounters day in and day out, the FCC may well serve to ultimately negativeiy impact the public it
purports to serve. .

LOCATION IN STATION'S COMMUNITY OF LICENSE

Current requirements are appropriate. To require broadcasters to move their broadcast facilities is a cost
that is prohibitive and cannot be shown to result in any appreciable benefit to the community of license.
This proposal will impose an unnecessary financiai burden on broadcasters and upset legitimate business
expectations that have been create by the rules that have been in effect for over 20 years.

To what end? Does relocation result 'In any assurance that broadcasters will address the desired result?
As a practical matter, this broadcaster realizes weil that the success of this broadcaster is basically
dependent upon being local and serving the local community. When localism is combined with
immediacy of the broadcast content it is the one shining difference that radio has over the other forms of
communication and pUblishing. For radio broadcasters to not serve the community of license is a certain
prescription for poor performance and failure.

UNATTENDED OPERATION OF BROADCAST STATIONS

Round-the-clock staffing of all broadcast facilities would significantly increase the staffing needs of a radio
broadcaster. To what end? What benefit is provided to the community? In this broadcaster's view. the
true benefit of radio in the lowest rated day parts is the EAS system which is fun~tioning adequately under
current rules. Requiring over-night staffing will most certainly require consideration of going off the air
during overnight hours.

COMMUNITY ADVISORY BOARDS

The proposal for mandated Community Advisory Boards is unnecessary, unwieldy, and a potential source
of legal problems. If formal advisory boards are required, broadcasters have concerns about meeting

n



expenses, potential liability and insurance issues, and handling of proprietary information by advisory
board members. Regular citizens and listeners are rarely shy about expressing their opinions.

Sincerely,

David L. Simmons
Vice President and Chief Financial Officer

n
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April 20, 2008

The Secretary
Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, SW
Washington, DC 20554

Attn: Chief, Media Bureau

Re: MB Docket No. 04-233, Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed
Rulemaking

Dear Sir:

We are writing to protest some proposed changes in the above rules for Christian radio stations.
We find some of them to be really bad ideas. For instance:

How can a Christian station take programming advice from non-Christians or, worse
yet, atheists?

Again, how can Christian stations submit lists of various programming types when
our purpose is to air Christian programming?

Changing the license renewal procedure would increase costs all around. With
all costs everywhere going up terribly, how is this consumer friendly?

With the explosion of technology in past years, why should a station be manned
24/7? If technology fails, the station is off the air for a time but that doesn't happen
often enough to make such a rule mandatory and the expense would be enormous
for public and Christian stations who have a limited budget.

Lastly, what is wrong with having several stations housed in the same building?
AM & FM local stations do it all the time and save much expense by doubling up.
What is wrong with that?

We sincerely hope you will take our comments into account when making decisions about
these changes.

Thank you for giving us the opportunity to express our concerns.

Sincerely,

Mr. & Mrs. Roger (Charlotte) Knipple
2030 Sampson Street
Wisconsin Rapids WI 54494-6024

cc: Senators Russ Feingold, Herb Kohl
Representative David Obey

-



Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public eccess requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any govemment agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-plOtected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operaje on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. YeI, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.

Signature

Name

Title (if any)

Organization (if any)
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Comments in Response to Localism Notlce of Proposed Rulemaklng
MB Docket No. 04-233

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstttutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassmen~ complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific edttorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected edttorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Comments In Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaklng
MB Docket No. 04·233

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don1 share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any govemment agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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